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This study examined how implicit motive dispositions could affect cognition of 
social relationships. According to the Relational Models Theory, there are four modes of 
social relationship, namely, communal sharing (CS), authority ranking (AR), equality 
matching (EM) and market pricing (MP). We hypothesized power motive to be related to 
authority ranking (AR), intimacy or affiliation motive to communal sharing (CS) and 
achievement motive to market pricing. The implicit motives and relationship cognition 
styles were assessed with the Thematic Apperception Test (TAT) procedure, and the 
Mode of Relationship Questionnaire (MORQ) respectively. Additionally, we used 
different role dyads including both complex (mother, a close opposite sex friend) and 
simple (classmate, project member, high school teacher and health care professional) 
relationships in accessing the relational styles and hypothesized that the strength of 
relationship between implicit motives and relational models for complex relationships 
would be greater than that for less complex relationships. 
Our analysis revealed that the relational models were systematically related such 
that communal sharing (CS) was associated with equality matching (EM) for all six 
dyads, equality matching (EM) with market pricing (MP) for four dyads and authority 
ranking (AR) with market pricing (MP) for three dyads. Thus the relational models were 
simplified into three dimensions labeled "communal" for (CS and EM), "democratic" for 
(EM and MP) and "hierarchical" for (AR and MP) by grouping relational styles with high 
correlations. Several unexpected linkages between implicit motives and these dimensions 
were found. Power motive was negatively correlated with "communal" for the relation 
with a close opposite sex friend. Regarding achievement motive, it was positively 
correlated with both "communal" and "democratic" for the mother dyad as well as 
"hierarchical" for the high school teacher dyad. Also, intimacy motive was positively 
correlated with "democratic" for the mother dyad. 
On the other hand, we did confirm the second hypothesis that implicit motives only 
. affected the use of relational models for more complex relationships, where there was 
greater flexibility in implementation of relational rules. Suggestions on assessing the 
relational models in a more implicit manner for future studies were also offered. 
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研 究 撮 要 
本 研 究 檢 視 內 隱 動 機 與 人 際 關 係 模 型 的 關 係 。 本 研 究 就 內 
隱動機（成就動機、權力動機、親和動機及親蜜動機；以主題統覺測 
驗 測 量 ) 與 人 際 關 係 取 向 （ 共 同 分 享 0 5 � 權 威 排 序 M � 平 等 匹 配 • 及 
市 場 計 價 M Z ; 以 人 際 關 係 問 卷 測 量 ） 進 行 假 設 。 我 們 更 採 用 
六 種 現 實 生 活 中 的 關 係 ， 如 親 密 異 性 朋 友 、 高 中 
教 師 、 醫 護 人 員 、 母 親 、 同 學 及 同 組 組 員 等 來 評 
估 個 人 因 素 （ 四 種 內 隱 動 機 ） 及 環 境 ( 六 種 人 際 關 係 ) 如 何 
影響關係取向 . 
我 們 發 現 共 同 分 享 0 § 與 平 等 匹 配 _ ； 平 等 匹 配 _ 與 市 場 計 
價 m e 以 及 權 威 排 序 M 與 市 場 計 價 M E 等 在 某 些 特 殊 關 係 方 面 呈 正 面 
聯 。 因 此 我 們 把 此 四 種 人 際 關 係 取 向 結 合 成 （ 共 有 、 
民 主 及 科 層 ） 等 三 種 新 人 際 關 係 取 向 作 分 析 。 
結 果 顯 示 內 隱 動 機 ， 人 際 關 係 及 人 際 關 係 取 向 間 的 
關 係 如 下 . 於 親 密 關 係 中 ， 權 力 動 機 與 共 有 呈 反 面 聯 ； 
與 母 親 的 關 係 中 ， 成 就 動 機 與 共 有 及 民 主 呈 正 面 聯 ； 親 蜜 
動 機 亦 與 民 主 呈 正 面 聯 。 其 次 ， 與 高 中 教 師 的 關 係 
中 ， 成 就 動 機 顯 示 與 科 層 呈 正 面 聯 。 一 方 面 ， 我 們 亦 證 . 
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A person does not start an acquaintance as if he were an animated blank tablet: he 
imports certain things to interaction. He has a personality of his own which influences his 
response to other people and affects the ways in which he evaluates other people and so too 
the relationship. 
(Hardy, 1957, p. 292) 
People with different dispositions in personality or motive may approach 
relationships in distinctive ways. For instance, we expect power-hungry people to be 
motivated to engage in hierarchical relationships where they are able to seize control and 
influence others, whereas affiliation/intimacy-motivated people may wish to relate to 
others in a closer manner. Evolutionary speaking, human beings have evolved to live in 
small groups that are variously organized into status hierarchies. In this context, seeking 
acceptance and seeking status are the two central motivational tendencies in human 
behavior in social groups. As Hogan puts it, "getting along and getting ahead are the two 
great problems in life that each person must solve" (Hogan, Jones & Cheek, 1985). 
Conceptually, Winter, Stewart, John, Klohnen & Duncan (1998) connected the two social 
motives of affiliation and power, with Bakan's (1966) broad dualism of communion and 
agency in interpersonal relationship, respectively (Wiggins & Trapnell, 1996). In addition, 
it has also been suggested by Fiske (1992) that there is a correspondence between the three 
motives of Power, Achievement and Affiliation/Intimacy motive and Fiske's relational 
models. However, there is still no empirical study up to now that investigates the possible 





According to McClelland (1985), a motive disposition refers to a class or cluster of 
affectively tinged goals. Motives energize, direct, and select behavior. Considerable effort 
has been dedicated to the study of the Big Three motives: Achievement (the need to do 
something better), Affiliation/ Intimacy (the need for friendly relationship), and Power (the 
need to have impact). 
Achievement motive is defined as a recurrent preferences or readiness in thought 
and behavior for experiences of attaining excellence - of competing with a standard of 
excellence (McClelland, 1985). In addition, achievement motive may also involve 
innovation, as McClelland noted, "doing something better often implies doing it differently 
from before. And such innovation may express by using a different, shorter, or more 
efficient path to a goal. It leads to cost-benefit calculations, such as, "How can I get the 
same result with less work?" (McClelland, 1985, p.249). Indeed, McClelland (1985) 
suggested it would be more accurate to call the achievement motive the efficiency motive, 
since the notion of doing things better involves efficiency calculations, whereas 
achievement is a more generic term that can be applied to achieving the goals for any 
motive. 
Affiliation motive is defined as a recurrent preference in thought and behavior for 
experiences of establishing, maintaining, and restoring a positive affective relationship 




friends. It is found that those high in this motive reach out to others socially and are 
interested in social information. 
Power motive is defined as the desire to have influence over others or to have a 
reputation. It could be expressed in several different ways. Those high in Power motive 
tend to seek and win elective offices (Greene & Winter, 1971), make themselves visible to 
others by writing to campus papers, putting names on their door, and having prestige 
possessions. On the other hand, they help others more. 
Additionally, these motives have been termed as "implicit" motives as they 
function outside of a person's conscious awareness and are not correlated with 
questionnaire-based measures of "explicit" or self-attributed motives (McClelland, 
Koestner, & Weinberger，1989), with a rare exception that Emmons and McAdams (1991) 
found significant relations between personal strivings (a form of self-attributed motives) 
and implicit motives. Implicit and explicit motives are thus conceived of as two systems of 
motivational constructs that develop and operate independently, and predict different 
classes of behaviors. Weinberger & McClelland (1989) defined implicit motives as largely 
non-conscious and mediate positive affective experiences associated with activities, while 
explicit motives as serving the function of "representing conscious goals and duties." 
Having no conscious representation, implicit motives have to be measured indirectly 
through the thematic content of stories written to pictures. 





People use mental models, or relational schemas, to anticipate, interpret, evaluate, 
judge, react to the behavior of others, and guide their own behavior. This can be illustrated 
more clearly with the notation of S-[ r-s ]- R, which was frequently used by behaviorists in 
1950s. In this formula, (S) represents a social object of particular relationship with the 
actor，(e.g., the behavior of the other person in the relationship), (r) denotes the internal 
response of classifying the social object according to a certain system of classification, 
which in turn serves as an internal stimulus (s) for eliciting observable response (R). 
A lot of attention has been focused on the behavior and attributes of individuals and 
on how these are processed and understood by other individuals, i.e., the social stimulus 
(S) in the formula. An example is the Interpersonal Circumplex Circle, which is a circular 
model of the interpersonal domain of personality (Kiesler, 1983; Wiggins, 1996; Wiggins 
& Broughton, 1985). In the circumplex model, interpersonal traits vary along a circular 
continuum; traits closer on the continuum are more similar, conceptually and empirically, 
than are those further apart. Besides, interpersonal traits are, in part, an expression of two 
basic dimensions of interpersonal relations: Dominance or Control (vs. submissiveness) 
and Love or Affiliation (vs. hostility). The vertical axis of the circle generally marks the 
Control dimension, and the horizontal axis, the Affiliation dimension. The two dimensions 
of dominance/ control and affiliation are highly reliable, and have repeatedly demonstrated 
themselves to be the principal dimensions to emerge from multidimensional scalings of 
role terms. 
Although the interpersonal circumplex model and other models that focus on 
describing the interpersonal behaviors give information on (S), they do not reveal the 
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process of [r-s], in which the individual classifies social objects, interprets his or her 
relationship with others, and makes appropriate response towards others. One important 
attempt to fill the gap and to explore the [r-s] process, the internal mental model of the 
social actor, is the Relational Models theory proposed by Fiske (1991, 1992). The 
Relational Models theory of social relationships suggests that all thinking about social 
relationships is based on four elementary mental models. The theory proposes four basic 
relational structures that are the cognitive sources for generating social action, for making 
sense of others' social behavior, and for coordinating and evaluating social interaction. The 
four models are communal sharing, equality matching, authority ranking and market 
pricing. 
Communal Sharing (CS) is a relationship that is based on equivalence and collectivity 
of membership in which individual distinctiveness is ignored (e.g., relationships among 
close family members). Equality Matching (EM) refers to an egalitarian relationship 
marked by in-kind reciprocity and balanced exchange (e.g., relationships between 
non-intimate roommates). \n Authority Ranking (AR), people have asymmetric positions in 
a linear hierarchy in which subordinates defer, respect, and obey, while superiors take 
precedence and take pastoral responsibility for subordinates. Examples are military 
hierarchies, ancestor worship, social status systems such as class or ethnic rankings, and 
rankings such as sports team standings. Market Pricing (MP) relationships, in turn, are 
based on proportionality, with interactions organized with reference to a common scale of 
ratio values, such as money; rational calculations of personal cost and benefit determine 




Validation studies of the relational models theory 
Fiske and Haslam (e.g., Fiske, 1993; Fiske, 1995; Fiske, Haslam & Fiske, 1991; 
Haslam & Fiske, 1992) have conducted a number of naturalistic studies of real interactions 
in everyday life, showing the relational models describe salient schemata in social 
cognition. 
Fiske et al. (1991) demonstrated that in naturally occurring misnamings, person 
memory errors, and mis-actions, people substituted persons with whom they had the same 
mode or relationship, and that this effect was irreducible to similarities of personal 
attributes or of everyday role terms. Fiske (1993) also replicated these findings in four 
different cultures (Bengali, Chinese, Korean, and Liberian). Besides, when people freely 
recall a list of acquaintances, the people on the list tend to be clustered according to the four 
relational models (Fiske, 1995). These studies show that recall of associates and memory 
of interactions both are organized in terms of the four relational models (Fiske et al., 1991; 
Fiske, 1995). Besides, the relational models correspond to the “intuitive taxonomy" of lay 
persons. It was shown that when people are asked to freely sort their relationships into 
groups, the groups tend to be composed of those that share the same relational model 
(Haslam & Fiske, 1992). Furthermore, when people choose a replacement for someone 
they had intended to interact with, they pick a person with whom they have the same type 
of relationship (Fiske & Haslam，1997). 
Additionally, Haslam and Fiske (1992) compared the relational models with four other 
theories of social relationships and documented that the Relational Models Theory 
correspond at least as well as the four theories. The theories compared were Foa and Foa's 
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theory of resource exchange (Foa & Foa, 1974), Parsons' theory of role expectations 
(Parsons & Shils, 1951), Mills and Clark's theory of communal and exchange relationships 
(Mills & Clark, 1984), and MacCrimmon and Messick's theory of social motives or 
orientations (MacCrimmon & Messick’ 1976). In other words, people implicitly think 
about their everyday social relationships primarily in terms of these four distinct relational 
models, not in terms of dimensions of power and solidarity; game theoretic motives such as 
competition, aggression, cooperation, altruism; complementarity and symmetry; the nature 
of the resources exchanged (love, information, goods, etc.) (Fiske, Haslam, & Fiske 1991; 
Haslam 1994, 1995; Haslam & Fiske 1992). 
Applications of the relational models theory 
The Relational Models Theory has been used extensively to explain a wide range of 
issues because of its comprehensiveness. For instance, interaction strategies of 
corporations (Sheppard & Tuchinsky 1996); MBA students' preferences for allocation of 
places in popular classes and the relative success and satisfaction of professional string 
quartets (Sondak, 1998); prerequisites for satisfactory social relationships (Fiske & 
Haslam 1998); perceptions of procedural justice and distributive fairness (Folger 1995); 
public policy debate, political strategies, and subjects' responses to hypothetical scenarios 
about trade-offs (Fiske & Tetlock 1997); conflict and negotiation processes (Gelfand, 
Dominguez, & Nishii 1998), and even the organization of household work (Goodnow, 
1998). • 
Besides, there is an increasing trend in investigating the individual differences in the 
13 
8 
use of the relational models recently. Haslam, Reichert & Fiske (2002) discovered that 
people with personality disorders showed distinctive aberrations in their tendencies to 
engage in and be motivated for relationships, and that most disorders were associated with 
a relative over-implementation of the Authority Ranking (AR) model. Haslam et al. (2002) 
suggest a tendency to construe relationships in asymmetrical terms might be associated 
with a factor common to the disorders, such as high Neuroticism. Another study by Caralis, 
Haslam & Fiske (2002) found several distinctive associations between the five factor 
model and relational models. Neuroticism was associated with measures of every 
Relational Model. More neurotic individuals consistently engaged in and desired close 
communal (CS) relationships less than others, and were less apt to relate in an egalitarian 
(EM) fashion. Extraversion was related to a tendency to engage in communal and 
egalitarian relationships. Openness was related to favoring egalitarian relationships and 
having relatively weak inclination for asymmetrical authority relationships. Agreeableness 
was associated with communal relationships. Conscientiousness alone was not associated 
with a preference for any relational tendency. 
At this stage, we have examined the theoretical backgrounds of implicit motives 
and the Relational Models Theory separately, as well as how the Relational Models Theory 
is validated and used. Now, we would like to contribute to the research on relational 
models by investigating how implicit motives may affect the cognitive implementation of 
the relational models. 
Relationships between the Relational Models and Corresponding Motives 
13 
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Affiliation motive and communal sharing 
It has been argued that those who score highly on measures of need for affiliation 
are possibly motivated toward affiliation and will seek others' company very frequently, 
taking pleasure in it. Conversely, those who score medium or low on such measures are 
hypothesized to be ambivalent or unconcerned about affiliation with other people (Hardy, 
1957). 
In communal sharing relationships, people emphasize the common identity of 
group members and focus on what is good for the group as a whole. The preferred model of 
decision-making is consensus, and people pool resources and draw upon the pool without 
keeping track of individual contributions and withdrawals. Pooling and redistribution is 
commonly used for family food resources (Sahlins, 1996). For instance, anyone defined as 
family is entitled to raid the refrigerator, regardless of whether they helped obtain the food. 
People who are not blood relatives have these privileges only if they have been classified 
as "family." It has been suggested that some primary psychological mechanism underlying 
this model is attachment to kin and, more generally, the fundamental human need for 
belonging (Baumeister & Leary，1995), which motivates people to seek inclusion in 
groups. Even more, "communal sharing" has been referred to as a social motive - as "desire 
to share, belong, and be one with others". Among the four relational modes, it is likely that 
affiliation motivated people would tend to view their relationships in communal sharing 
mode. 
Power motive and authority ranking 
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McClelland (1975) and Winter (1973) each found that the power motive is 
associated with a relational style involving drawing attention to oneself and attracting 
followers, as well as seeking prestige (acquiring symbols of prestige) and seeking control 
over information flow. Young male Americans with a high need for power tend to 
participate in and read about competitive sports and watch more violent television 
programs, and like older men with a high need for power, join and hold office in more 
organizations than those low in power motive. Besides, Winter (1973) presented motive 
codings correlating 12 U.S. presidents' need for power with their political style (i.e., 
assertion of authority). 
These researches demonstrate a distinct authority ranking style that varies between 
individuals, as a function of the intensity of their need for power. In authority ranking 
relationships, people structure their interactions according to status and position. In 
distributing resources, high status members get more; low status members get less. Some 
people may intensively seek out opportunities to create and exercise power - either by 
attempting to structure social relationships in the form of authority ranking, or attempting 
to enter into positions of high rank and authority. On the other hand, those with a low 
power motive may do so much less actively, or are even averse to participating in 
relationships structured according to this model. Among the four relational modes, it is 
thus hypothesized that power-motivated people would construe their social relationships in 
terms of the authority ranking mode. 




The motive most closely linked to Market Pricing would probably be the need for 
achievement. In market pricing relationships, people seek the best deal for themselves, and 
expect that others will do the same. This model, which commonly governs trade and other 
social exchanges among strangers or acquaintances, dictates that resources would be 
divided based on the equity principle, with outcome proportional to input (Trivers, 1971). 
Although the achievement motive is not expected to be related to economic behavior 
initially, people with high need for achievement are repeatedly shown to have the tendency 
to find their way into entrepreneurial positions in the market, and business people in 
managerial positions were exceptionally high in achievement motive (Brown, 1965; 
McClelland, 1976). People with high achievement motive like to operate in a framework in 
which risks, choices, and outcomes are calculable. It is probably that market provides the 
optimal medium for self-assessment of efficacy and efficiency which people with a high 
need of achievement find satisfaction. Among the four relational modes, there is a 
possibility that achievement motivated people would interpret social relationships in a 
market pricing manner. 
Equality matching 
Equality Matching is not expected to be motivated by any of the four implicit 
motives under investigation in the current study. Nevertheless, it may be related to an 
intrinsic desire for equality. Social justice researchers have found that often select the . 
equality principle in distributing rewards (Deutsch, 1975; Lemer, 1974; Mikula, 1980). In 




larger share, but are highly averse to receiving even slightly less than an equal share 
(Kahneman, Knetsch & Thaler, 1986). In 1989, Lowenstein, Thompson, & Bazerman have 
also shown that people sometimes prefer equality to payoffs that are much more 
advantageous to themselves in absolute magnitude. The combined evidence from these 
studies suggests that equality may be an end itself. 
Use of Standardized Role dyads 
We would like to note that there would be a slight departure from Haslam and 
Fiske's sampling procedure (e.g., Haslam, 1994; Haslam & Fiske, 1992) in assessing the 
relational styles. Instead of asking participants to list 40 personal acquaintances and rated a 
representative sample often acquaintances, we would have our participants responding to 
six role dyads. The role dyads selected would be the relationships with the participant's i) 
own mother, ii) a classmate, iii) a group project member, iv) a close opposite sex friend, v) 
a high school teacher and vi) a health care professional. These six dyads would be used as 
they are considered to be relevant to the participants' social experiences as college 
students. Moreover, the role dyads are so chosen such that there would be balanced mix of 
relationships varying in complexity (for example, mother and close opposite sex friend as 
complex while the other four relationships considered as simple relationships), as well as 
hierarchy and formality. 
Haslam and Fiske's procedure has the advantage of maximizing the range of 
relationships sampled (Haslam et al., in press). Nevertheless, we consider that there would 




interesting manner, which could only be revealed with our standardized approach. 
Hypotheses 
After examining the potential linkages between implicit motives and relational 
models, we would summarize our first set of hypotheses as follow: 
HI a) affiliation-motivated people may tend to construe their relationships with 
others in the Communal Sharing mode, 
b) power-motivated people may tend to think in the Authority Ranking mode, 
whereas 
c) achievement-motivated people may interpret social relationships in terms of 
the Market Pricing mode. 
Additionally, we expect that both implicit motives and situational factors would 
influence the use of relational models. However, the relative strengths of each of these 
would differ with varying complexity of role dyads. For less complex relationships, the 
role of cultural implementation rules of the relational models may be greater than that of 
implicit motives in determining the use of relational models. On the other hand, for more 
complex relationships, there would be greater flexibility for implicit motives to come into 
play. 
Thus, our second hypothesis is as follow: 
H 2. The strength of relationship between implicit motives and relational models for 




The benefits of investigating these hypotheses are two-fold. First, we could 
predict the relational style a person would choose with knowledge of one's motive. 
This information would be helpful for many issues ranging from procedural justice to 
household organization, considering the broad applicability of relational models 
theory. Second, the relative strengths of implicit motives and situational factors in 
determining interpersonal behaviors could be revealed with the use of role dyads 
varying in complexity, and this would contribute to the understanding of how 




Methodology and Procedures 
Overview 
To test the main idea that implicit motives can affect how individuals view their 
social relationships, we measured implicit motives by scoring motive imageries in stories 
written by the participants in response to picture cues from Thematic Apperception Test 
(TAT); and assessed how they construe six real-life relationships in terms of Relational 
Models theory with a self-report questionnaire. 
Research Approach and Design 
In this study, we use the Thematic Apperception Test (TAT), developed by Murray 
(1938) for clinical use and used extensively by McClelland and his colleagues for research 
work, to measure implicit motives (McClelland, 1985; Smith, 1992). However, we would 
like to highlight that our method of gathering and interpreting verbal material differed from 
Murray's clinical approach in two important ways. First, the picture cues used were 
different from those of Murray's clinical TAT. Second, the stories individuals produced in 
response to the picture cues were not interpreted following consensual clinical criteria but 
coded according to scoring system (Winter, 1991) that had been developed by 
systematically comparing stories written under motive arousal and under neutral 
conditions (Schultheiss & Bumstein，2001; Smith, 1992) 
For assessing relational styles, we use the Mode of Relationship Questionnaire 
(MORQ), a self-report measure developed by Fiske and Haslam (Haslam & Fiske, 1999). 
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MORQ scores represent participants' tendencies to construe their relationships in terms of 
each of the four relational models. 
Participants 
56 undergraduate students (31 females and 25 males) at the Chinese University of 
Hong Kong participated in the study. They ranged in age from 18 to 22 and were Hong 
Kong Chinese. All of the participants participated as part of an introductory psychology 
course requirement. 
Consent Procedures 
All participants had signed the consent form for the study, indicating that their 
participation is voluntary. They were informed that the project aimed to investigate how 
individuals construct their social relationships and that they had the right to withdraw from 
participation at any time. Confidentiality was assured and a debriefing form was 
distributed after the session. 
Instrumentation 
Thematic apperception test (TAT) 
To assess participants' implicit needs for power, achievement, and affiliation, a 
TAT-type picture-story exercise was administered to participants using instructions . 
described in Winter (1991)，s manual for scoring motive imagery in running text. 
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Participants were given 5 minutes to write an imaginative story in response to each of the 6 
TAT pictures. TAT picture cues were carefully chosen to assure balance of gender among 
picture characters and rich thematic variety. In sequence, the 6 pictures presented were: 1. 
Ship Captain, 2. A couple on a beach by a river, 3. Two women scientists in a laboratory, 4. 
Trapeze artists, 5. Man and woman with two horses and a dog, and 6. Architect at a desk. 
The resulting TAT protocols were content coded for n Power, n Affiliation, and n 
Achievement according to Winter's (1991) Manual for Scoring Motive Imagery in 
Running Text, which allows for scoring of various kinds of motive imagery and has been 
used in other research on implicit motives (e.g., King, 1995; Perterson & Stewart, 1993). 
According to this manual, need for Power is scored whenever a story character shows a 
concern with having impact on others through strong, forceful actions, and controlling, 
influencing, helping, impressing, or eliciting emotions in others. Need for Achievement is 
scored whenever a character shows a concern with a standard of excellence as indicated by 
adjectives that positively evaluate performances, by other positive evaluations of goals and 
performances, mention of wining or competing with others, disappointment about failure, 
or mention of unique accomplishment. Finally, n Affiliation - Intimacy is scored whenever 
a story character shows a concern with establishing, maintaining, or restoring friendly 
relations as indicated by expressions of positive feelings toward another, sadness about 
separation, affiliative activities, or friendly, nurturing acts. On the other hand, we would 
further differentiate the Affiliation-Intimacy motive into two motives, namely, the 
affiliation and the intimacy motives (Smith, 1992). Intimacy motive, is proposed as another 
way of thinking about social motivation (McAdams, 1980). Those high in intimacy . 
motivation have good feelings when with someone they feel close to. The affiliation 
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motive emphasizes the negative affect when one is alone, while intimacy motive 
emphasizes the positive affect when one is with others. Thus, we would add this motive 
dimension into our study. 
Before coding the TAT protocols, the scorer had undergone coding training using 
the materials contained in Winter's (1991) manual until a percentage agreement of 80% is 
achieved with calibration materials, prescored by experts, that are also contained in the 
manual. All protocols were scored by the same scorer. In doing so, it is ascertained that the 
scoring rules would be applied in a consistent manner across all studies. In addition, 
participants' protocol length is determined by counting the number of words for all six 
stories. Contrary to Schultheiss and Brunstein (2001)'s findings, there was no significant 
correlation between overall protocol length and participants' overall motive scores for 
Power, Achievement, and Affiliation in our sample. 
Methodological Assumptions 
One basic assumption of the Thematic Apperception Test (TAT) is that if a person 
is motivated to achieve a particular state, then thoughts concerning that motive are readily 
accessible in memory. One could either "prime" achievement-oriented constructs in 
memory (e.g., telling subjects that they were taking a test of important abilities; 
McClelland, Atkinson, Clark, & Lowell, 1953) or measure an already accessible construct 
associated with a particular source of motivation. Therefore, the strength of a person's 
implicit motives in power, achievement and affiliation can be determined by analyzing the 
content of fantasies he or she reports in response to picture cues thematically related to 
power, achievement and affiliation. 
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The logic of the Thematic Apperception Test (TAT), however, has been challenged 
in past few decades. Criticisms mainly concern with the mode of measurement (e.g., 
Entwisle, 1972; Fineman, 1977; Klinger, 1966). Nevertheless, Schultheiss (2001) points 
out that criticisms of the Thematic Apperception Test (TAT) and its variants as being 
unreliable motive measures turned out to be largely unfounded and based on 
methodological artifacts (e.g., Lundy, 1985; Kuhl, 1978; Winter & Stewart, 1977) as well 
as the inappropriate application of classical test theory to motivational phenomena 
(Atkinson, 1981; Atkinson & Birch, 1970; Cramer, 1999; McClelland, 1980). 
Additionally, Petri (1991) affirmed that in spite of all the criticisms directed at it, the 
"projective measure of achievement motive continues to be the single best predictor of 
actually performance in achievement-oriented activity." (p. 16) 
Mode of relationship questionnaire (MORQ) 
The 32 items questionnaire contains four scales organized around eight social 
domains: decision making, distribution and use of resources, exchange, identity, moral 
evaluations, social influence, work, and other. For instance, in the exchange domain, items 
are "If either of you needs something, the other gives it without expecting anything specific 
in return" (CS), "You keep track of what you give each other, in order to give back the same 
kind of thing eventually" (EM), "One of you has to turn over some things to the other, who 
doesn't necessarily have to give them back" (AR), and "What you get from this person is 
directly proportional to how much you give them."(MP). Haslam and Fiske (1999) run a 
confirmatory factor analysis and supported the coherence of the scales. The alphas of the 
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models Communal Sharing, Authority Ranking, Equality Matching and Market Pricing 
were .80，.81, .74 and .66，respectively, showing internal consistency of the scale (Haslam 
& Fiske, 1999). 
Several precautions were taken in using the Modes of Relationships questionnaire 
(MORQ). First, the questionnaire was translated to Chinese by a bilingual person and back 
translated to English by another bilingual person. Incongruence between the two versions 
was resolved by discussion, with the preservation of the original meaning of the scale as 
main criteria. Second, there are various foci for the items in Haslam and Fiske (1999) and 
in Haslam (1994; 1995): the relationship, the other person, or the respondent. We 
minimized the potential confusion by asking the participants explicitly to think in terms of 
the relationship with the person they had encountered in real life when they were 
responding to the questionnaire. The Chinese version of MORQ (including instructions in 





Basic psychometric properties of the variables used in the study were included in 
Tables 1, 2 and 3. Table 1 provides the means and standard variations of the implicit 
motives and relational models, respectively. Correlations among implicit motives and the 
relational models were shown in Tables 2 and 3. It should be noted that the descriptive 
statistics in these tables are based on MORQ scores aggregated across the six relationships. 
The high correlations among the relational models scores in Table 3 alerted us to 
examine whether the assumption of independency among the four relational models is 
valid or not. As shown in Table 3, communal sharing was highly correlated with equality 
matching (r (56) 二 .53, p < .01), as were authority ranking and market pricing (r (56) = .48, 
p < .01), as well as equality matching and market pricing (r (56) = .42, P < .01). More 
detailed analyses within each role dyads were conducted so as to investigate how the 
relational models could be associated within each dyad. First, as shown in Table 4, 
communal sharing and equality matching were positively associated with each other in 
every role dyad, ranging from .35 (opposite sex friend), .43 (project member), .53 
(teacher), .62 (mother), .65 (health care professional) to .73 (classmate). Second, authority 
ranking was associated with market pricing for three role dyads, including health care 
professional (.39), teacher (.34) and classmate (.32). Third, equality matching and market 
pricing were correlated for the dyads with project member (.41), opposite sex friend (.48), 
classmate (.47) and mother (.57). Thus, three "blended" versions of the relational models 
were derived from the original relational models by taking the means of highly correlated 
models, namely "Communal" (by taking the mean of communal sharing and equality 
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matching), "Hierarchical" (averaging authority ranking and market pricing) and 
"Democratic" (averaging equality matching and market pricing). 
The relationship between implicit motives and the "blended" relational models was 
then analyzed. The correlation matrix between the recombined factors "Communal 
(CS/EM)", "Hierarchical (AR/MP)", "Democratic (EM/MP)" and the implicit motives 
were presented in Table 5. Three of the four motives were related with these factors. The 
power motive was negatively correlated with "Communal" for the opposite sex friend 
category (r (56) = -.27, p < .05)，while the achievement motive was positively correlated 
with "Communal" for mother (r (56) = .39, p < .01). Besides, both achievement and 
intimacy motives were positively correlated with "Democratic" with mother, r (56) = .31, p 
< .05) and r (56) 二 .34，p <.01, respectively. In addition, achievement motive was positively 






The current study confirmed that there are linkages between implicit motives and 
relational models, that is to say, people with different motive dispositions did view their 
relationships differently, though not in the exact manner as initially hypothesized. 
Additionally, the high intercorrelations among the four relational models alert us to 
question whether we should treat the relational models as independent constructs. In view 
of the high interdependence between the relational models, we consider it appropriate to 
simplify the four modes into their underlying dimensions, or "blending" the relational 
models. 
Intercorrelations among the four relational models had also been documented earlier 
in Haslam's (1994) confirmatory factor analysis of the models, though the relational 
models were still presented as four distinct constructs. Indeed Haslam also discussed three 
exceptionally highly correlated "blend" of relational models, namely, communal sharing/ 
equality matching; equality matching/ market pricing; as well as authority ranking/ market 
pricing. He noticed that communal sharing and equality matching (Communal: CS/EM) 
conflate for many social relationships, at least in North American culture; equality 
matching and market pricing (Democratic: EM/MP) are often correlated with each other 
for less formal, democratic and equal working relationships, while authority ranking and 
market pricing (Hierarchical: AR/MP) are characterized by more formal, and hierarchic 
working relationships. Similar to Haslam's findings, our results also showed similar 
patterns in that EM and MP were correlated for more equal relationships such as project 
member, classmate and opposite sex friend; and AR and MP were associated for more 
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hierarchical ones such as relationships with health care professional and teacher. The 
similarity was quite unexpected as North America and Hong Kong were often considered 
to be of culturally different. 
First Set of Hypotheses 
As a consequence of the intercorrelations among the models, these three "blended" 
models of "Communal", "Democratic" and "Hierarchical" were used instead of the four 
relational models. We found that the ‘‘blended” relational models were related to the 
implicit motives in several ways. 
Achievement motive 
Instead of being associated with market pricing, achievement motive was found to be 
associated with both "Communal" and "Democratic" relational models for mother. Our 
surprising findings prompt the re-examination of the definition of the achievement motive. 
First of all, most past research in this motive has been limited to studies on males only. 
McClelland (1985) once commented that, "it is sometimes assumed that people high in 
need for Achievement energetically pursue their own goals without respect to others, in a 
kind of caricature of the upward-aspiring, high-achieving Western male." (McClelland 
1985, p. 509). Our findings seems to suggest that we should stay with the more generic 
definition that refers to the “meeting with a standard of excellence", instead of the more 
restrictive one that is about "getting the same result with less work", which may imply an 
"efficiency motive" instead. In addition, achievement motive is not related to communal 
sharing and equality matching in all of the six roles being sampled. Instead, it is related to 
these two relational models only for the relationship with mother. It is probable that an 
achievement motivated person would regard these relational modes as the most appropriate 
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when one is relating with one's mother, and being able to relate in such manner indicates 
that one is striving for a standard of excellence. However, we have to be aware that the 
nature of our findings. Since our results are correlational in nature, they do not indicate 
casual relationship. The results could be interpreted alternatively. It is equally possible that 
a "communal" and "democratic" relationship between one's mother, an important family 
member, contribute to the development of high achievement motivation. 
Besides, we also note that an achievement motivated person would regard the 
relationship with a high school teacher as "Hierarchical". Again, this was not expected in 
our hypothesis. We expected power motivated people would regard the relations between 
their high school teacher as "Hierarchical" instead. However, our findings seemed to be 
more comprehensible when we examined the nature of "authority" from an achievement 
motivated person's point of view. Similar to the effect of having a "communal" and 
"democratic" relationship between one's mother, it is quite probable that having a 
"hierarchical" relationship with a high school teacher may also promote achievement 
motivation. The "authority" in one's school could be different from the "authority" in one's 
family that teacher was presenting an impersonal, institutional type of authority, who stated 
clearly the expectation towards the students as well as a standard of excellence. 
The two classical social motives 
Apart from the achievement motive, the power and intimacy motive were also related 
to the "blended" models. Although correlational data could be interpreted from both 
directions, it is likely that power and intimacy motives affect how one views one's current 
relations instead of being caused by the relationships. Power motive was negatively 
correlated with "Communal" for the opposite sex friend category, implying that the love 
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life of a power- motivated person would not likely to be viewed as an equal and loving 
relationship. On the other hand, intimacy motive was positively correlated with 
"Democratic" for mother, implying that an intimacy- motivated person may view his or her 
relationship with mother as a more equal relationship. 
Second Hypothesis 
Finally, our use of different role dyads in accessing relational styles showed that 
although motivational disposition may affect a person's use of models in complex 
relations, situational factor would come into play for relations with clear cultural 
implementation rules for simple role dyads. This may help to explain why some of the 
initial first set of hypotheses was not confirmed. As expected from our second hypothesis, 
only more complex role dyads such as mother and opposite sex friend were related with 
implicit motives. This may be due to the fact that the rules of role implementation for less 
complex role dyads would be too strong for individual differences to exercise an effect. 
People high in achievement motive may tend to construe their relationship between their 
mother and close opposite friend in "communal" relational styles, but their behaviors 
towards other relationships would not follow the same pattern. If we had aggregated all the 
situations into a single situation variable, such a refined pattern would not have been 
detected. It could also be possible that the significant correlation with the specific 
relationship with mother to be interpreted as truth consistent across all dyadic situations 
One may then make a flawed generalization that an achievement motivated person would 
relate with classmate, project member, high school teacher and even health care 
professional all in the communal sharing manner. Instead of viewing the inconsistency 
across situations as noise or error, we should appreciate the rich information given by the 
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"different behavioral possibilities" in our findings. 
Limitations and Future Directions 
This study showed us how implicit motives could be related to cognitions of social 
relationship, although not in an expected manner. It should be noted that this study has only 
addressed the cognition implementation, the conscious part of the relational model. 
However, relational models may also operate at an unconscious level (Fiske & Haslam, 
1998), "Like language, but unlike calculus or chess, the relational models are not primarily 
learned from direct instruction, are not readily accessible to conscious reflection or explicit 
articulation, and do not require effortful cognitive processing." (p.389). Thus they may 
better be measured implicitly. For example, the relational models could be captured in 
tasks such as learning, for example, learning a hierarchy as opposed to learning mutual 
sharing relationships. For instance, a highly power-motivated person may leam a 
hierarchy, which is an important element of authority ranking quicker than others; and a 
affiliation-motivated person may learn mutual sharing relationship in a quicker way. We 
may thus be able to re-test our original hypotheses. 
Alternatively, we could combine the self-report questionnaire with a more 
open-ended measurement of the relational models in future studies. The Relationship 
Profile Scale (RPS) developed by Haslam, Reichert & Fiske (in press) may be one potential 
candidate. This scale assesses both participants' difficulties with and motivational 
investment in, the four relational models. The part assessing "difficulties" may assess 
role-playing ability or implementation ability of the relational models; and the part tapping 
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"motivational investment" may give information explicitly on how particular relational 
model is valued by the individual. In this way, we may be in a better position to understand 
how implicit motives, together with implementation ability and the importance of each 
relational model predict which and how social behaviors are carried out in real life. 
Conclusion 
This study confirmed Fiske (1992)'s hypothesis of a correspondence between implicit 
motives and relational models. However, our findings contributed by showing that motives 
and relational styles were indeed related in different manners. In particular, the 
achievement motive was found to be an important social motive as the other two more 
typical social motives such as power and intimacy in the study interpersonal behaviors, 
although it is probable that achievement motive is the result of "communal" relationship 
with mother and "hierarchical" relationship with high school teacher. Moreover, we 
showed that implicit motives did not affect social cognitions in all relationships in real life, 
but only those more complex relationships where the impact of individual differences 
outweigh cultural implementation rules. In conclusion, our findings reveal the “relational 
profile" of people with different implicit motives, and it thereby contributes to the 




Atkinson, J. W. (1981). Studying personality in the context of an advanced motivational 
psychology. American Psychologist, 36, 117-128. 
Atkinson, J. W., & Birch, D. (1970). The dynamics of action. New York: Wiley. 
Atkinson, J.W. (1958). Thematic apperceptive measurement of motives within the context 
of a theory of motive. In J.W. Atkinson (Ed.), Motives in fantasy, action and society 
(pp.596-616). Princeton, NJ: Van Nostrand. 
Atkinson, J.W.，Heyns, R.W., & Veroff, J. (1954). The effect of experimental arousal of the 
affiliation motive on thematic apperception. Journal of Abnormal and Social 
Psychology, 49, 405-410. 
Bakan, D. (1966). The duality of human existence. Boston: Beacon Press. 
Brown, R. (1965). The basic dimensions of interpersonal relationship. In R. Brown (Ed.), 
Social psychology (pp.54-64). New York: Free Press. 
Brunstein, J. C., Schultheiss, O. C., & Grassmann, R. (1998). Personal goals and emotional 
well-being: The moderating role of motive dispositions. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 75, 494-508. 
Cantor, N., & Zirkel, S. (1990). Personality, cognition, and purposive behavior. In L. 
Pervin (Ed.). Handbook of personality theory and research (pp. 135 - 164). New 
York: Guilford Press. 
Caralis, D., Haslam, N. & Fiske, A. P. (2001). Personality correlates of the relational 
models. Manuscript. 
Cramer, P. (1999). Future directions for the Thematic Apperception Test. Journal of 
Personality Assessment, 12^ 74-92. 
Deutsch, M. (1975). Equality, equality, and need: What determines which value will be 
used as the basis of distributive justice? Journal of Social Issues, 31, 137-149. 
Emmons, R. A., & McAdams, D. P. (1991). Personal strivings and motive dispositions: ’ 
Exploring the links. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 17，648-654. 
13 
30 
Entwisle, D. R. (1972). To dispel fantasies about fantasy-based measures of achievement 
motivation. Psychological Bulletin, 77, 377-391. 
Fineman，S. (1977). The achievement motive construct and its measurement: Where are we 
now? British Journal of Psychology, 68, 1-22. 
Fiske, A. P. (1991). Structures of social life: The four elementary forms of human 
relations: Communal sharing, authority ranking, equality matching, market pricing. 
New York, NY, US: Free Press. 
Fiske, A. P. (1992). The four elementary forms of sociality: Framework for a unified 
theory of social relations. Psychological Review, 99, 689-723. 
Fiske, A. P. (1993). Social Errors in Four Cultures: Evidence about Universal Forms of 
Social Relations. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 24, 463-494. 
Fiske, A. P. (1995). Social Schemata for Remembering People: Relationships and Person 
Attributes that Affect Clustering in Free Recall of Acquaintances. Journal of 
Quantitative Anthropology, 5, 305-324. 
Fiske, A. P., & Haslam, N. (1998). Prerequisites for Satisfactory Relationships. In Luanna 
H. Meyer, Hyun-Sook Park, Marquita Grenot-Scheyer, Irene S. Schwartz, & Beth 
Harry, Eds. Making Friends: The Influences of Culture and Development (pp. 
385-392). Baltimore: Paul H. Brooks. 
Fiske, A. P., & Tetlock, P. E. (1997). Taboo Tradeoffs: Reactions to Transactions that 
Transgress Spheres of Exchange. Journal of Political Psychology, 18,255-291, 
Fiske, A. P., Haslam, N., & Fiske, S. (1991). Confusing One Person with Another: What 
Errors Reveal About the Elementary Forms of Social Relations. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 60, 656-674. “ 





Folger, R. (1995). [Chapter applying relational models to distributive & procedural 
fairness & justice.] In Jeff Rubin & Barbara Bunker, Conflict, Cooperation, and 
Justice. Josey Bass. 
Gelfand, M. J., Dominguez, A., & Nishii, L. (1998). Relational cognition in conflict and 
negotiation. Paper presented at the International Association for Conflict 
Management conference, University of Maryland. 
Goodnow, J. (1998). Beyond the Overall Balance of Family Work Divisions: The 
Significance of Redistributions, Differentiations Among Pieces of Work, and 
Procedures. Manuscript submitted. 
Greene, D. L. & Winter, D. G. (1971). Motives, involvements, and leadership among black 
college students. Journal of Peronality, 39, 319-332. 
Greenwald, A. G.，& Banaji, M. R. (1995). Implicit social cognition: Attitudes, 
self-esteem, and stereotypes. Psychological Review, 102, 4-27. 
Hardy, K. R. (1957). Determinants of conformity and attitude change. Journal of Abnormal 
and Social Psychology, 54, 289-294. 
Haslam, N. & Fiske, A. P. (1992). Implicit Relationship Prototypes: Investigating Five 
Theories of the Cognitive Organization of Social Relationships. Journal of 
Experimental Social Psychology, 28, 441-474. 
Haslam, N. & Fiske，A. P. (1999). Relational models theory: A confirmatory factor 
analysis. Personal Relationships, 6, 241-250. 
Haslam, N. (1994). The Mental Representation of Social Relationships: Dimensions, Laws 
or Categories? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 67, 575-584. 
Haslam, N., Reichert, T. & Fiske, A. P. (2002). Aberrant social relations in the personality 
disorders. Journal of Medical Psychology. 
13 
32 
Heckhausen, H., & Krug, S. (1982). Motive modification. In A. J. Steward (Ed.), 
Motivation and society (pp.274-318). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Hogan, Robert, Warren Jones, and Jonathan Cheek (1985), "Socioanalytic Theory: An 
Alternative to Armadillo Psychology. In B. R. Schlenker (Ed.), The Self and Social 
Life (pp.175-198). New York: McGraw Hill. 
Kahneman, D.，Knetsch, J. L., & Thaler, R. H. (1986). Fairness and the assumptions of 
economics. Journal of Business, 59, S285-S300. 
Kiesler, D. J. (1983). The 1982 interpersonal circle: A taxonomy for complementarity in 
human transactions. Psychological Review, 90, 185-214. 
King, L. A. (1995). Wishes, motives, goals, and personal memories: Relations of measures 
of human motivation. Journal of Personality, 63, 985-1007. 
Klinger, E. (1966). Fantasy need achievement as a motivational construct. Psychological 
Bulletin, 66’ 291-308. 
Lemer, M. J. (1974). The justice motive: "Equality" and "parity" among children. Journal 
of Personality and Social Psychology, 29, 539-550. 
Lindzey, G., & Silverman (1959). Thematic apperception test: Techniques of group 
administration, sex differences, and the role of verbal productivity. Journal of 
Personality, 27, 311-323. 
Lowenstein, G. F., Thompson, L., & Bazerman，M. H. (1989). Social utility and decision 
making in interpersonal contexts. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 57, 
426-441. 
Lundy, A. (1985). The reliability of the Thematic Apperception Test. Journal of 
Personality Assessment, 49, 141-145. 
MacCrimmon, K. R., & Messick, D. M. (1976). A framework for social motives. 
Behavioral Science, 21, 86-100. 
McAdams, DP. (1980). A thematic coding system for the intimacy motive. Journal of 
Research in Personality, 14, 413-432. 
McAdams, DP., & Constantian, C.A. (1983). Intimacy and affiliation motive in daily 
living. An experience-sampling analysis. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 45’ 851-861. 




of Friendship. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 47, 828 - 838. 
McAuley, P. C., Bond, M. H. & Kashima, E. (In press). Defining Situations Objectively: 
Culture-level Analysis of Role Dyads in Hong Kong and Australia 
McClelland, D. C. (1975). Power: The inner experience. New York: Irvington. 
McClelland, D. C. (1976). The achieving society (reprinted edition). New York: Irvington. 
McClelland, D. C. (1980). Motive dispositions. The merits of operant and respondent 
measures. In L. Wheeler (Ed.), Review of personality and social psychology (Vol. 1, 
pp. 10-41). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 
McClelland, D. C.，Atkinson, J. W., Clark, R. A., & Lowell，E. L. (1953). The achievement 
motive. New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts. 
McClelland, D. C., Koestner, R., & Weinberger, J. (1989). How do self-attributed and 
implicit motives differ? Psychological Review, 96, 690-702. 
McClelland, D.C. (1985). Human motivation. Glenview, IL: Scott, Foresman and Co. 
Mikula, G. (Ed.) 1980). Justice and social interaction: Experimental and theoretical 
contributions from psychological research. New York: Harper & Row. 
Mills, J., & Clark, M.S. (1984). Exchange and communal relationships. In L. Wheller 
(Ed.), Review of Personality and Social Psychology (Vol.3, pp. 121-144). Beverly 
Hills, CA: Sage. 
Murray, H.A. (1938). Explorations in personality. New York: Oxford University Press. 
Peterson, B. E., & Stewart, A. J. (1993). Generativity and social motives in young adults. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 65, 186-198. 




Roccas, S. & McCauley, C. (2001). Values and emotions in the relational models. 
Manuscript. 
Schultheiss, O. C. (2001). An information processing account of implicit motive arousal. 
In Maehr, M. L. & Pintrich, P. (Eds.) Advances in motivation and achievement 
(Vol.12: Methodology in motivation research). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 
Scuhultheiss, O. C. & Brunstein, J. C. (2001). Assessment of implicit motives with a 
research version of the TAT: Picture profiles, gender differences, and relations to 
other personality measures. Journal of Personality Assessment, 77(1), 71-86. 
Sheppard, B. H., & Tuchinsky, M. (1996) Interfirm Relationships: A Grammar of Pairs. In 
L. L. Cummings & B. M. Staw (Eds.), Research in Organizational Behavior, Volume 
18, pp. 331-373. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 
Smith, C. P. (1992). Motivation and personality: Handbook of thematic content analysis. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Sondak, H. (1998). Relational Models and Organizational Studies: Applications to 
Resource Allocation and Group Process. In: Gary L. Cooper, Ed; Denise M. 
Rousseau, et al. (Eds.)； Trends in Organizational Behavior, Vol. 5 (pp. 83-102). John 
Wiley & Sons Ltd: Chichester, England UK. 
Trivers, R. L. )1971) The evolution of reciprocal altruism. The Quarterly Review of 
Biology, 46, 35-57. 
Weinberger, J. & McClelland, D. C. (1990). Cognitive versus traditional motivational 
models: Irreconcilable or complementary? In E. T. Higgins & R.M. Sorrentino (Eds.), 
Handbook of motivation and cognition. Foundations of social behavior (Vol.2) 
(pp.562-597). New York: Guilford. 
Wiggins, J. S. & Broughton, R. (1985). The interpersonal circle: A structural model for the 
integration of personality research. In R. Hogan& W. H. Jones (Eds.), Perspectives in • 
personality (Vol.1.pp. 1-47). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 
Wiggins, J. S. (1996). The five-factor model of personality: Theoretical perspectives. New 
York: Guilford Press. 
13 
35 
Wiggins, J. S., & Trapnell, P. D. (1996). A dyadic-interactional perspective on the 
five-factor model. In J. S. Wiggins (Ed.), The five-factor model of personality: 
Theoretical perspectives (pp. 88-162). New York: Guilford Press. 
Winter, D. G. (1973). The power motive. New York: Free Press. 
Winter, D. G. (1991). Manual for scoring motive imagery in running text ed.). 
Unpublished manuscript, Department of Psychology, University of Michigan, Ann 
Arbor. 
Winter, D. G., & Stewart, A. J. (1977). Power motive reliability as a function of retest 
instructions. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 45, 436-440. 
Winter, D. G., John, O.P.，Stewart, A. J., Klohnen, E. C., & Duncan, L. E. (1998). Traits 
and motives: Toward an integration of two traditions in personality research. 





Means and Standard Deviations of Implicit Motives 
Standard 
Variables Mean Deviation 
Implicit motives 
Power 3.32 2.58 
Achievement 1.62 1.48 
Intimacy 0.82 1.08 
Affiliation 1.34 1.71 
Relational models 
Communal sharing 3.55 0.52 
Authority ranking 3.24 0.52 
Equality matching 3.43 0.56 





Correlations Among Implicit Motive Variables 
Implicit motives 1 2 3 4 
1. Power “ - . 3 4 * ^18 TH 
2. Achievement ~ .13 .03 
3. Affiliation - -.23 
4. Intimacy -
Note. “ 
N = 56 
* p < .05, two tailed. 




Correlations Among Relational Models Scores (Total) 
Relational models 1 2 3 4 
1. Communal sharing -- .07 .53** .02 
2. Authority ranking - .04 .48** 
3. Equality matching __ .42** 
4. Market pricing 
Note. ‘ 一 
N = 56 
* 2 <.05, two tailed. 




Correlations Among Relational Models Scores 
Relational models 7 2 3 4 
Mother 
1. Communal sharing -- .37** .62** .25 
2. Authority ranking ~ .06 .14 
3. Equality matching -- .57** 
4. Market pricing ~ 
Project member 
1. Communal sharing -- .15 .43** .14 
2. Authority ranking ~ -.13 .28 
3. Equality matching -- .41** 
4. Market pricing ~ 
Classmate 
1. Communal sharing -- .50** .73** .10 
2. Authority ranking ~ .25 .32* 
3. Equality matching -- .47** 
4. Market pricing --
Opposite sex friend 
1. Communal sharing ~ -.11 .35* -.14 
2. Authority ranking -- -.11 .08 
3. Equality matching ~ .48** 
4. Market pricing -
Teacher 
1. Communal sharing — -.11 .53** -.24 
2. Authority ranking — -.24 .34* 
3. Equality matching — .21 
4. Market pricing ~ 
Health care professional 
1. Communal sharing - .25 .64** -.15 
2. Authority ranking - .17 .39** 
3. Equality matching — .01 




Correlations Between Implicit Motives and ''Blended" Relational Models . . 
Power Achievement Intimacy Affiliation 
Communal (CS/EM) 
Mother -.02 .39* .23 .15 
Classmate -.04 -.04 .05 -.02 
Project member .01 .20 _.08 -.10 
Opposite sex friend -.27* .25 .05 -.02 
High school teacher -.03 .19 .08 -.11 
Health care professional -.13 .23 .05 -.03 
Democratic (EM/MP) 
Mother .06 .31* .34* .12 
Classmate .05 -.04 .08 .05 
Project member .05 .12 -.03 .02 
Opposite sex -.11 -22 .11 -04 
Hierarchical (AR/MP) 
Classmate .05 -.04 .08 .05 
High school teacher .09 .27* .14 .11 
Health care professional ^ -加 
Note. 
* 2 < .05, two tailed. 
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